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Screening and Comprehensive Evaluation of Salt-Tolerant Alfalfa
Germplasm at Germination Stage

GENG Xiao-li, LIU Xing-ming", YANG Hao, LI Xiao-peng, ZHOU Hui-li, WANG Yan

((Gansu Grassland Technology Extension Station, Lanzhou, Gansu Province 730010, China))

Abstract: To screen salt-tolerant Medicago sativa 1.. germplasm, 43 alfalfa hybrid F, materials were treated
with four NaCl concentrations (0%, 0.3%, 0.6%, and 1.2%). Agronomic traits, including germination
potential, germination rate, fresh weight, shoot length, and root length, were measured, and key physiological
indicators such as proline and malondialdehyde were analysed. Principal component analysis, membership func-
tion method, and cluster analysis were used to comprehensively evaluate salt tolerance at the germination stage.
The results indicated that 0. 6% NaCl was suitable for screening salt tolerance at this stage. Germination rate,
root length, shoot length, and relative proline content (R-Pro) were identified as core indicators for evaluation.
Seven highly salt-tolerant materials—GW 141, GD131, GZ21, GW71, GD111, GD171, and GD301—were
selected, which exhibited both agronomic advantages ( “high germination rate and strong root development” )
and physiological resistance ( “strong osmotic adjustment and weak membrane lipid peroxidation” ) under salt
stress, providing valuable candidates for salt-tolerant breeding and saline-alkali soil improvement.

Key words: Alfalfa; Salt stress; Germination stage; Salt tolerance; Physiological indicators; Comprehensive
evaluation ; Germplasm screening
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LA H 16 (Medicago sativa 1.. )FE S~ 4 BR i #E
)Tz B TR RO IR L AR 88
FANHL X ) v FAE R R IR . R B E Eh A
HbC R 5T, S AR AE R AR 5 i R A
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H AR R BRI R, B RS B EE R MR -
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P BTN Y SC BRI o B SR SR B SR AR AE TR R 1
AT E R Y BT NaCl ik 30 A8 A= 3R by 4208 75
AR R U IR R A Y MR R W T
M BT, Ashrafi 5 HF 58N A, 225 mmol - L !
1300 mmol L~ NaCl 2 58 1 1 4 11 5 1) Fil 5 39 i
b O A 0 T RO s S R R A R
ARV BES(E N 1. 24 %, AT VE R T SR R E S %
PR s I A K 2 SR Ah T T R
O A 0 AR IR bR o JLARAE W W Y CTriticum
aestivum L. ) 5 5 (Sorghum bicolor 1. )" e
(Avena nuda 1. )" 45 BTt £ M 0 2kt 2 0, & 23F
2 KR A I i o R A 0 AR A

H T, BE 0 28 48 B 7 W & W R R 0 R ST
55 5T O 5 B 5 AT AR AT B G L AE Z 48 R 25 A T
B 5 2% 22 4 k07 8 5 160 R A I o DAL, A BF SR LA
A3 AL B AE 24 58 FoAR S AR, 38 3 1% & K )
NaCl ¥ B 38, I 52 2 508 & A0 S F8 b, 45 &
g3 3 M SRR SR BOE R K S T, B TR E
SEAE T A W i 0T 1 O 2 B 3 R R VR B O Ak
R T £ PR BE O 48 B L S5 PE A A R Y it R
PE 0 28 i ER R S A RR BT, SRR E A T AR
il B 6 il A= ) 0 R A RS AR

1 #HBS5H®
1.1 B g

BB T 2024 4F 3 A 78 H A&l K 27 Bl 24 Be
S BEAT o KA R 43 0y S AR E AR 2R 58 FoAR

FhBTCE 1, BH R & R AR Bkt &%
B AN NaClye 43 . 0% (CK),0.3%,0.6%,
1.2% B H 3R E A
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Table 1 Code and name of tested alfalfa germplasms

4% No. 5t 4% % Name 45 No. T i 44 B} Name
1 GD101 23 GZ61
2 GW141 24 GW101
3 G721 25 GDI11
4 GDI161 26 GD141
5 GW41 27 GD171
6 GD51 28 GD71
7 GW121 29 GD221
8 GW11 30 G741
9 GDI121 31 GDI1
10 GD291 32 GD181
11 GD241 33 GD31
12 GW71 34 GD271
13 GW131 35 GD211
14 GW81 36 GD201
15 GZ101 37 GD41
16 GZ81 38 GD231
17 GZ51 39 GW51
18 G791 40 GZ31
19 GD281 41 GDI131
20 GDI11 42 GD301
21 GD261 43 GD61
22 GD191

1.2 REHE

S FH T2 90 mm 35 3% L, Al U2 MR 4%, 45 L3
AT T 50 K A7, A 5 mL A B B NaClLIg K,
BHTERROCIEE M R R E 25 DC,
H 52 I 4D 78 40 7 v B 9 NaC Lz Wi LA 15 08 4508 1
Bt B AS E o A i T AR BRA 4 K (96 b FIEE 10
K (240 DG K& ZFE, 31 T4 10 K E AR K ik
RO, I A, BRI A R R
T IR SRR R AT A R R

1.3 MEHERSITE
K HEH(GE)=(Nz/N) X 100%
3 Ny, FORTE AL B S 55 72 h B Se 3T 19 & 2 Fh
T4
X & 2 #(RGE)=(GE/GE,) X 100%
K2 H(GR)=(Nuo/N) X 100 %
X & 2 R (RGR)=(GR/GR,) X 100%
R AR (RLD < 55 10 K I 5 MR 22 2= i il 3 34
KR
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N ARGV 55 4K A W7 A 0T R A O O 1 X
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Iy AT 5 S AR R LU R, W E R R A b 30 O ik
JBE o LU, AT By 23 B CPCAD X 224> 1iif £ 48 b
PEAT R, P O R 2oy, DA ALV f 1 & OF
it G HEAR bR o BEJE 2 T A 4R AR A AL 5 R R0 E
FOR WU, 1 3 Jm o R 22 8 e pm E AR I
G L EE A R 48 (DD o & w485 D E AT
GRS BN B £ 55 2080 43

SR 2 a3 o3 A B BURFAE (B> 1 89 0oy, A
ST BTER AR >8500 Wi T Bk o i e
RO X AR bR BEAT AR AL AR B, 22 5000
Xy — X
X'mux - ijin

J

U<Xu>:

o U (X,) 3R 5 A Bl 56 § 3945 B 10
SRR B X e B X i 23 AR R AR B 19 S5 KOO
(EEIB NS RE(=

K2 5 REOE T E SR AE W, A8
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o, PR A R AR 1L 57 R AL
ZEA TR B (D ED AN
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Forb DR B [0, 1], BfE ok 2 W1 46 1
5

1.5 S£EIERPONE

S DA BAIL ) E e AN [ R b BT Y 22
BT LA ERF8 (D {E) B2 25 5 | 3 B it 1 3
R340 e ity AECER AR (3 403D K v A5 R 7 (3 ) 1Y
AR Fp I, I HAE 0. 6% NaClat ' il i & iR
(Pro) N (MDA & & .

1.6 HIBFEITHH

f#fi F Microsoft Excel 2019 3 7 ¥ 5 % il 5 %
b ge i AR, R SPSS 20. 0347 J7 22 50 Hr . E AR
GO AT AR GRS T

2 HRESH

2.1 EEHMERENHTE

AN TR NaCl i B % 28 16 B 15 i & 2B K 5% )
W22, 5XFHCKOM L, 0. 3% NaCl4b # X} H43
WREIY S 2 AR ek 5 G W 35 ) B XA A R

K2 AENaCLKELBTELEETHAERLE

Table 2 Comparison of germination traits of alfalfa under different NaCl concentrations

& 45 Index NaCl#J¥# Treat V{4 Average e KA Max fie/ME Min - FRifE2E SD BRFBCV
K %% Germination rate /% CK 71.63° 92.67 32 18.57 0.26
0.3 63.49" 92 24 20.34 0.32
0.6 54.61° 90 16.67 21.89 0.40
1.2 10.06¢ 42 0 12.39 1.23
K2 CK 89.44° 98 48.67 10.20 0.11
Germination potential/ % 0.3 85.21° 98 44.67 10.22 0.12
0.6 79.16" 98 32.67 14.51 0.18
1.2 18.55° 84.67 0 21.64 1.17
fitf # Fresh weight/g CK 2.03" 2.82 0.83 0.41 0.20
0.3 1.86" 2.55 0.67 0.38 0.20
0.6 1.51° 2.36 0.43 0.43 0.29
1.2 0.46° 1.36 0 0.41 0.89
MK Root length/cm CK 6.70° 9.35 2.68 1.27 0.19
0.3 5.84" 8.93 3.25 1.07 0.18
0.6 5.08° 8.08 2.80 1.22 0.24
1.2 1.03¢ 4.24 0 1.09 1.07
£ K Bud length/cm CK 1.11° 6.53 0.64 0.87 0.78
0.3 0.98" 1.42 0.63 0.21 0.21
0.6 0.79" 1.37 0.47 0.21 0.26
1.2 0.24° 0.71 0 0.23 0.97

2 R B R ) /NG 2B 3w b B A) 25 5 3 (P<<0. 05)

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences among treatments (P<20. 05)
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AR O BE AR, 3R R B R E RN
1.2% NaCIAbHET | #& 46 b5 X fH 2R T R, HAZ S5
RE(CVHBER K NE R CV=1.23), MW ix
13- R SERU R S X AR S e on & N I N
X 43 A4 k1] g it Bk 25 . 0,69 NaCl Ab 20| %
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0. 24)%0. 350 Ab 34 I 5 34 i, 2 WIAZ0k B2 T A4 kL ]
f) 35 15 25 AR AFE AR B0 . BRIk, 0. 6 %0 NaCl #

E N e ST R 25 A AN 5 M 5O 2 Y 1 R A

2.2 THEHIEHE SN

Xt A3 43 A4 R 5 AR 14 T R 4R B AT o b (R
3D, RIS MR £R 8 B R R, o R 2R R
KA AR S R B K, U ] 33X R AR A A [ A
R [R] T AR PR 22 S W 2 L R AF AR A T AR A (E
1= (0.902) , 48 5 R A He /N (0. 2709) , 3= Bz MR AH
XA o

R3 VBHEXEBEMHRS D ERTEEH LT

Table 3 Statistics of salt tolerance indices for five traits of 43 alfalfa germplasms

PEAR Trait Fe/ME Min Fe KA Max ¥J{H Mean BRRBCV
& ZE#% Germination potential/ % 0.09 1.49 0.811 0.5529
% 3R Germination rate/ % 0.28 1.25 0.902 0.2709
# % Fresh weight/g 0.28 1.41 0.7863 0.4572
# K Root length/cm 0.33 1.47 0.7213 0.547
ZE4K Bud length/cm 0.19 1.99 0.7988 0.4441

2.3 MHERMERMERS S

FHE W Bk (PCAY R Gt 7548 B 1
7 & 30 A T AR A o X 5 AT R 36 BR R AT 3 B4 43
Br, 48 BORFAE(E > 1 /9 34~ a4, Rt stk R ik
87.06% (£ 4>, PCl BT#k 3 53.56% , 32 B Jx B Fif
TR e T, R F R & s PC2 Tt Bk R
21.50% , FE B R 5 2F K G5B & & MRE
PC3TiHk % 12. 0096 , 3 B2 iz b b3 A6 K e

x4 EUNEEWRETINERIAITER
Table 4 Principal component analysis results for salt

tolerance evaluation of alfalfa

F 4 Principal component

F Factor

1 Il Il
% 2 ¥ Germination potential/ % 0.4996 —0.3274 —0.0672
K £ Germination rate/ % 0.5377  —0.2249 —0.3444
fif # Fresh weight/g 0.4698 —0.2874 0.3029
# K Root length/cm 0.3204 0.6853 —0.5586
%K Bud length/cm 0.3714 0.5385  0.6878
HEAEH Eigenvalue 2.6778 1.0752 0.5999
BTk Contribution rate/ % 53.5555 21.5039  11.9975
E S 53.5555  75.0594  87.0569

Accumulative contribution rate/ %

2.4 TEHMEEETEN

BT SR E R R LR G I AR TR B (D B L 45
FUFEK S5, DIEEREN 0. 24~0. 85, ¥4 K 0. 56,7F
RPN 0. 22, KM BN EE 22 R B E .
t 4 5 42(GD301) , 25(GD111D) , 2(GW141) , 41

(GD131), 27 (GD171) & ¥ Kl D 18 % & , i &6
%}:HO

2.5 MREXEREESHN

MMM R (6, LA EIEHRDES
REHR MK ZERY RN EIEAHCP<0.0D,
5k PRS2 E A DG (P<C0. 05), Hop & 2F
F 5 DA PE R = (r=0.75).

BTG R BR (R D, 5T 24T 45 5
(DAED , fE32 0% 43 £ B 1 B 5T AT R 43 Sk 5 A4S Tif 6 55
o Horp W ik B R BT 7 A4S (D E L 0. 66~
0.85), Mif #H 7 114~ (D H I 0. 59~0. 64) , 1 45 Tif
134N (D I Fl 0. 52~0. 56) , £k #8810 4
(D {E 0. 40~0. 49) , 1% it £h #8702 4~ (D {E T
Fil 0. 24~0.25) . i PPH %, 3015 7 4 T 36 M 58
R RO R R, 4> ok GW141, GD131, GZ21,
GW71,GD111,GD171 #1 GD301.

2.6 MHEHIAIEISRAN

Ry ik — 25 DA AR AL ) 2 T A B AN [ T R A A
JoT B o 7 2 S, DU E AR R PE RN BT AE 0. 6 %6 NaCl i
1T Bl & R (Pro) 58 L (MDAD & &, JF LA
XE (R-Pro .\ R-MDAD /R (K 2, K 37w, bifi
R LA T R R A (D D BRI (A 224D, 3
Az 3w R S B A AR Ak R Tl R Y A (R-
Pro) & 4 T B, A X 9 8 i (R-MDAD | 3%
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Table 5 Comprehensive assessment of germination-stage ié :]“
salt tolerance of alfalfa germplasms ﬁ I
— 32
A A D DHEF 3
Variety number Subordinative function value Dvalue D rank 15
y 43
pl P2 ©3 2
1 0.66 043  0.50 0.56 19 1P—
2 0.81 0.82  0.28 0.73 3 3 Il
3 0.73 070  0.36 0.66 7 3
4 0.59 0.79  0.35 0.62 12 18
5 0.25 0.57  0.80 0.43 39 3
6 0.74 040 055 0.61 16 34 1
7 0.56 017 025 0.40 40 AT
8 0.45 0.00  0.00 0.24 43 41
9 0.25 0.77  0.68 0.47 38 12 \Y
10 0.68 0.61 055 0.64 9 54
11 0.57 062 023 0.53 28 nH
12 0.72 048  0.84 0.67 6 3
13 0.56 0.50  0.69 0.56 21 10
14 0.39 .00 0.20 0.54 25 20 A
15 0.60 0.37  0.65 0.54 27 !
16 0.45 0.67  0.19 0.48 35 3
17 0.56 048  0.50 0.53 30 0
}g 8% 8‘; ?gg 842 ‘23‘; 0.00 0.41 0.83 1.24 1.66 2.07
b S frels B L0
20 032 080 041 048 36 E1 43R ETEMRD SR EE
21 0.69 0.5 0.55 0.61 13 Fig. 1 Cluster dendrogram of salt tolerance of 43 alfalfa
22 0.56 057  0.54 0.56 20
23 0.67 046  0.70 0.61 15 germplasms
24 077 046 045 0.63 10 Ve LT AR RO I, SR ORBE A s I o ORI 5 IV,
25 1.00 0.68  0.44 0.82 2
26 0.65  0.67  0.56 0.64 8 Tif SRR O Vi A
27 0.75 0.53 0.79 0.69 5 Note: I, Moderately salt-tolerant group; I, Salt-sensitive group; Il ,
28 0.55 0.72  0.52 0.60 17 . . )
29 0.54 0.54 0.59 0.55 o4 Extremely sensitive group; IV, Extremely salt-tolerant group; V , Salt-
30 0.00 0.55 0.54 0.25 42 tolerant group
31 0.42 0.55  0.60 0.49 33
32 0.60 0.53  0.25 0.53 29 09 116
33 0.23 048  0.56 0.35 41 08k 114
34 0.32 0.77  0.58 0.49 32 0.7k 1
35 0.70 057  0.34 0.61 14 06k I
36 0.62 043 049 0.55 23 : ~e__ H10
37 061 025 075 0.52 31 0.51 13
38 0.45 048  0.56 0.47 37 0.4r \
39 0.66 0.60  0.51 0.62 11 03+ 16
40 0.58 0.64  0.53 0.59 18 02k 14
41 0.75 0.68  0.71 0.73 4 01k 1
42 0.88 0.81  0.79 0.85 1 0
: 43 0.54 O.‘al 0.61 0.54 : 26 S O DO O O Qq\ 0"7\ &
VEapl 2.3 40 R 3 A X L S R A R S M C R M M AN O

Note: pl, p2, and p3 represent the membership function values
of the three principal components

*6 FHERMHIEHEESTWHRIEHDEMNMEXE
Table 6 Correlation between salt tolerance indices of each
trait and comprehensive salt tolerance index D value

HXERK RE% RER BE O ORK FK

Correlation Germination Germination Fresh ~ Root Bud DD,{?
coefficient potential/ % rate/¥%  weight/g length/em length/em "
R 1.00
Germination
potential/ %
KR 0.75" 1.00
Germination rate/ %)
fif 7 Fresh weight/g  0.54" 063" 100
K Root length /em — 0.18 0.37° 0.17 1.00
# K Bud length/cm 0.33" 0.30 0.33" 045" 1.00
D g D value 0.55" 0.63" 040" 063" 075" 1.00

T e S3 BIFTRAE 0. 051 0. 01 KT F (19 4 35 AR e bk
Note: *and** indicate significant correlations at 0.05 and 0.01
levels , respectively

=== R-Pro msm R-MDA o DfH
E2 FAREMBHMEREEHRERERTHLER
Fig.2 Variation trends of physiological indicators of differ-

ent salt-tolerant alfalfa germplasms
T« R TE 2R 7R A G Il 2R 2 ik (R-Pro, Z2A00 Y $ilt) |, 37 2 38 75 A X T
T (R-MDA LAY Bl o BB 255 T R 8 B (D (ED M
FR AR
Note: Bars indicate relative proline content (R-Pro, left Y-axis) ,
and the line indicates relative malondialdehyde content (R-MDA,
right Y-axis). Germplasms are arranged in descending order of com-

prehensive salt tolerance index (D value)

Wr b FE o B ER R B Cn GD301, GD111)
HY 5 Y I 20 R A B BE 1 (R-Pro>2. 5) 5 R K
G i 48 A R B (R-MIDA<T1. 0) ; T B it 4 g #6 Fop
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JE (i GW11,GD3 1) By fili & 2 B B ik 11 559 (R-Pro~
1.1~1.2), AR o S Ak 2 43 ™ (R-MDA>2.0) .
TR S R TS R R BB 1Y) 55 AR TE R T AE W R
Al 0% 3 o R B3R 95 8 E T W I A R ok 48 i L
o300 5 | A 1 95 3 A, AT 9 0 T SR A T
P 3 AT AR H AR Fr B i R R 5 A K
2 B

3 itig

HAEE R R EENRE M EWE T
i i) T BE W HE W 2 AR O R xR T e B
S B B 2 — |, i £ PR TE A EL A R R AR L
R AT RS R R
THEEYR LM S RaE M Eetd
$ 09 TS 3% BAE AE 35 6 AR 26 a3 ok R &
0 0 2 147 FL 0 U B 4 T AT AR S AR AR
i 1 AN [R) NaClk B X 8 & 45 b 0040 1 2508 5
1 RHE) AR SRR EE L i E 0. 6% NaCl (102 mmol-L ™)
Sk S5 A B & U TR R O A 3 R M 38 R EE .
BT 2 MORHE B 2 3 2F K RO K 45 O S 4
P ¥ 3R B0 2 25 7 (P<T0. 05) , H. & H 8L 5
PEWT K 0L A 8K A TR R R RV T . 31X
— Ui T VR BE I W, R S A I A & I it
ERPEWF R R B BE AR, i — 2P SRR T AR S
B W FH b A B

P B T R PRS2l 22 BE DR AR ] L 2 A B AR T
[V A A2 2tk TR e 2 57 B 2 1 2 48 B 25 5 1T
Wik R 2 LE B S8 R E T Ik BE A8 % UL i
k45 6 B A6 BE A v 0 A S R R L ) AR it R P
1Y 5T ERAY ., ©FE 22 B VE DTt 3 v D A0 ob g 2 g
FAE L R GEES A F2 A 4 BT (PCAD 53R 8 R 4
P A TR A TE WY R T R R 2R A AN B AL (D
fH). PCAZER IR, B ZFH MK KR DTk R
R AT R EAT R TR A A T
(4 A A7 AR O CR 2E 30 5 R 4 1 T8 28 d e )
R ZFR) . X —ZR5/NE /S EY
Tt Pk TE A e A ST A DG B A e B — B, SR ax g
YRR TE AT P L 100 T 3038 07 v B e B A
Wit — W WAV IA R, KB LS DEE
i3 IE A 56 (P<<0. 0D, B8 0iF T 2 9 o F B AE 0 i
VRS BT HR AR B AT AT R X R a5 Bk
T TR A K A A A

T LR AT R 18 B0 (D D B R 24307 8 43 13
LW 0 75 M S T 7 7 < O L i vl o
GW141, GD131, GZ21, GW71, GD111, GD171 #i
GD301 5§ 7 3ty FE it 5 BUFh BT . X LB BEFE 0. 6%
NaCl it N R IH m & 2R R - R R LT "1 P IF]
T 4 4 A R AT % 28 34 >82% , iR K =>5. 61 em) , %
AL AE R o 30 T A A = i R IR BE S R AR
AYEREae ) o X PP U [P AT B8 5 Rl P9 TR B
(R 2R R LR R B T X B AR AL DL K T & )
P A A R G PR G S 2E HE e R A DDA O

0 1) T 6 N A B A A IR T S ) i R
Bk H Py 7 10 2 BREE ML AR S S A A
Br i 42 R (Pro) 5 5 .l (MDA %5 ¢ f A S AR,
B 35 Y 5 RS E P AR R R T A () it R Y il
JT B A B A Ak o g L SR B, A s T R 7R Rl SR Cn
GD301.GDI1DTE 0. 6% NaClirift F , F 8 3
14 I 42 1R B 2 RE 1 (R-Pro™>2. 5) 5 %% 8 4 i g 2+
F ALK FE(R-MDA<<1.0) . W& MR VE N & A
KB BER TP, LR R A8 R AR A0 K
i HF W & 2o R P K S WO R T A A R R
() B, A A 355 P A0 B ) M 2 IR L e ) 42 D8 4% 4
fefran'® . 5 2Z AR, BRI MDA & & 3 B X
S el JBT 1 A4 R R R 8 A R P 3B R DR R T RCAE I 8
e, RZ L Wom EUR AL FP BT (At GW11.GD3D /Y
fif 2 1R AR R R £ 55 (R-Proa~1. 1), i MDA & &
KR EFF(R-MDA™>2.0), i3 B P9 3% 4 75 68 )
AN T 5 350™ Y A S IS R AR X
T T AR SRR ZE AR A I o B i — A IR
ST, A R & R & B (R-Pro) 5 25 4 i 5 45 #0(D
{HD 50 B 3 E AH S5G ,  AH 6 U B (R-MDAD
5D A O, X R W & I A
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